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IN RE: John L. Surninilt
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Tax Year 2105

F NITIAI. DECISION ANI QRPER

Statement pf the Case

The subject property is presently valued is follows:

I AND VAI U1. 1MPRQVI:N.iINF VAI I lOlA!. VALUE ASSIISSNINNI

S9.DPJ $45400 SS4.1U 13,600

An appeal has been filed on behalfofthe property owner with the St’ie Board of

Equalization. Ihe undcrs igiietl adrninislmtivc udgc conducted a hearing in this ni;ittcr oil

March 30. 2006 in Madisonc lie, Tennessee. In attcndaiice at the hearing wer*e Joli’, I.

Sumnun, the appellant, and Monroe ounly Properly Assessor, Michael U. Shadden

UlNDiNSOF FACTANDCONCI USIONS OF LAW

Sibiect property coils isis or a single family rcidcnce located at 212 Ingram Street in

Madison. i lie. Tennessee

The taxpayer contended that subject property should be valued at $30,0Pft In

support ofihis position, Mr. Surnmitt argued that 1ie purchased subject property in an miii’s

length transaction on Jul II 2 III br ,2 51X. Mr. Sunimilt asserted that a II

adjustment for üme should he adcuatc given a January 1,2005 ae’nent date.

The taxpayer also testified that when he purchased subject property it was lisieI with

a realtor br S32,000. According to Mr. Sumrnitt. his offer of$27.500 was accc1,icd

The assessor contended that subject properly should be valued at $54,001 P. Iii support

ofthis position. seven 7 sales hmcketing the assessment date VeTV infroduced into

evidence Mr. Shadden noted that the sales ranged from 543500 to 575000 with mn’P sales

reilectiiig prees of approximately 565.1110.

Ii. Shadden maintained that cubjeci propcrt is in an area that c xperieniced

significant appreciation between July 11,2003 and January I, 2005 Given the comparable

sales, Nlr. Shadderi maintained that the current appraisal of 554401 appeared indicative of

market value.

The basis of valualion as stated in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 67-5-641 a is

that "[t]he value of all property shall be ascertained from the evidence of its sound, intrinsic

md immediate value, for purposes ofsale between a willing seller and a willing buyer

without consideration ot specu lati e alues



After having reviewed all the evidence in the case, the administrativejudge finds that

the subject property should remain alned at $54,400 absent additional evidence from the

taxpayer.

Since the taxpayer is appealing from the determination ofthe Monroe Cowity Board

ofEquaiiz.ation, the burden ofproof is on the taxpaven See State Board of Equalization

Rule 0614- I -. I I I 1 a rid Big Fork -t lain Jompa,ry t’ lVawr Qi pu/il v ml

Board, 62t .W.2d 515 Tcnn. App. 198]

The adminisu’aflvejudge often accords the sale ofthe subject property most weight.

However, one sale does not necessarily establish market value. As observed by the

Arkansas Supreme Court in flabifl Arkansas a,ilzn- Equalization Board, 797 . W. 2d

439.441 Ark. 990;

Certainly, the current puirhase price is an important criterion of
market value, hut it alone does not conclusively detennine the
market value. An unwary purchaser might pay more than
]llarket Lie for a piece ut property, or a real bargain hunter
might purchase a piece ofproperiv solely because he is getting it
for less than market value, and one such isolated alc does not
establish market value.

The administrative judge finds that the sales introduced by the assessor indicate a

significantly hlisher range ofvalue for homes fl the immediate arva on the relevant

assessment date. Hased upon the evidence currently in the record, it appears that the

taxpayer either purchased subject property for less than its market value or has not

aLleqtL:utely accounted for apprecialion.

‘Ihe adininistratj c judge finds it signiFicant that Mr. Summilt did nut i’itmduce any

othercomparable sales. Absent such proof, the administralivejudge must respectfully

conclude that the contended value ofS3l,000 falls Far below the range established by the

seven sales introduced by the assessor.

ORDER

It is therefore ORIERED that the following valueand assessment be adopted for tx

year 2005:

lAND VA].Ul: MllwVlMl:Nj_-‘ALUP IOTAI. ‘AlJ.t. ASSl-SSME-.NT

SY,000 545.400 $54,400 SI 3.601

U is FURIl lEFt ORDERED that any applicable heazing costs be assessed pursuant to

Icon. Code Ai,ti. § 67.5-I 501 d and State Board of Equalization Rule 0600-I-. I’.

Pursuant to the I niform Administrative Procedures Ad. Tenn. Code Ann. 4-s-

301-325. Tenn. Code Ann. 67-5-1501, and the Rules ofcontested Case Procedure ofthe

State Board ofEqualization, the parties are advised nithe following remedies:



A party may appeal this decision and order to the Assessment Appeals

Commisiori pursuant to Fenu. ode Ann. ,7-- 1501 arid Rule tOO- I-. I

of the tritcsel Case Procedures 1 the Slate Board of Equalizatitiii.

Tennessee Code Annotated 67-5-l501c provides that an appeal "must be

tiled ‘sithin thirty 30 days from the date the initial decision is sent"

Rule I}6II0- I-, I? of the Contested a’e i’rocedur of the State Board of

EquaIS.aion provides that the appeal be flied with the Executive Sccrel:iry or
the State Board and that the appeal identitS’ tIle allegedly erroneous

findings of fact and/or conclusions of law in the initial order"; or

2. A part ma’ petition for reconsideration ii this decision and order pursuant to

Te!m. Code Ann. 4-3-317 within fifteen 15 dav oIthe entry of the order.

The petition for reconsideration must slate the specific grounds upon which

relief is requested. The filing of a petition for reconsideration is not

prerequkite for seeking admir,istrat ke or judicial review; or

3. A patlv ma petition for a stay of effectiver,ess of this decision and order

pursuarn to Term. Code -Aim. § 4-5-36 within seven 7 days ofthe entry of

the order

This order dc not beconic final until an ollicial uerl i flc’le is i’ued by the

Assessment Appeals Commission. Official certificates are nomial issued seventy-five

75 days after the enlrv ofthe inifial decision and order I no party has appealed.

ENTERED this 201h day of April, 2006.

MARK J. IiNSKY 1
ADMINIS RAIIVF JUDGE
FENNESSEE DEPARFMENF UI: flAFF
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES DIVISION’

C; tr John L Summitt
t ichnel G. Shadden, Assessor ut l’rupertv


